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REMARKS 

Claims 17-24 and 26-32 are pending in the present application. Claims 20, 26, 27 and 38 
were amended in this response. Claim 25 has been canceled, without prejudice. No new matter 
has been introduced as a result of the amendments. Support for the amendments may be found in 
paragraphs [0028-29] in the present specification (see page 9 of amended specification). 
Favorable reconsideration is respectfully requested. 

Claims 20-24 and 30-40 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Paik et al. (US Patent 6,6765,008). 

Claims 20, 25, 27, 28, 34, 35, 37-39 and 41 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as 
being anticipated by Kraft et al. (US Pub. 2003/0083050). 

Claims 20, 25 and 26 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(e) as being anticipated by 
Freeh et al. (US Patent 6,233,325). Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection. 

Specifically, the cited art fails to teach or suggest the features of "establishing a multi- 
party connection between the subscriber and a plurality of further subscribers" and "selecting 
and transmitting different information types to respective ones of said plurality of further 
subscribers participating in the multi-party connection" as recited in amended claim 20 and 
similarly recited in amended claim 38. The presently amended claims address features where a 
subscriber can determine whether he/she communicates to all the other subscribers in a multi- 
party connection or only to selected further subscribers during an existing voice connection. 
Also, the first subscriber can define which of a plurality of information types for identifying the 
first subscriber is to be communicated to which individual further subscribers. As an example, 
the first subscriber can communicate a multimedia visitor's card to a second subscriber, a ringing 
tone to a third subscriber, and a music video to a fourth subscriber. 

Paik clearly fails to disclose this configuration as the reference is silent regarding the 
transmission of picture information during an existing call, and does not address multi-party 
connections (col. 5, lines 10-13; col. 9, lines 26-33; col. 11, lines 12-22). Freeh also fails to 
teach the configuration of claims 20 and 38 as well. More specifically, Freeh teaches that the 
SCP processes incoming calls (i.e. connection has not been made) by providing a textual version 
of the name of the caller, and then internally synthesizes an instruction announcement based on 
the caller's textual identification (col. 4, lines 19-30). This runs contrary to the recited claims, as 
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both claims 20 and 38 exclude textual information as identifying information. Regarding Kraft, 
while the reference teaches single-connection transmission of ring tones/pictures between two 
users, the reference fails to teach or suggest the arrangement within the terminals that would 
allow multi-party connections, where individual further subscribers would receive respectively 
different identification information during the time the connection is made. 

In light of the above, Applicants respectfully submit that claims 17-24 and 26-32 are 
both novel and non-obvious over the art of record. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request 
that a timely Notice of Allowance be issued in this case. If any additional fees are due in 
connection with this application as a whole, the Examiner is authorized to deduct said fees from 
Deposit Account No.: 02-1818. If such a deduction is made, please indicate the attorney docket 
number (01 12740-995) on the account statement. 



Respectfully submitted, 



BY 



BELL. 




Peter Zura 
Reg. No. 48,196 
Customer No.: 29177 
Phone: (312) 807-4208 



Dated: Mav3, 2006 
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